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CA 558/92. 	 Dt. of Order:21-7-94. 

(Order of the Divn. Bench passed by Hon'ble 
Shri A.B.Gorthi, Member (A) )'. 

* * * 

The relief claimed by the applicant is for a direction 

to the Respondents.to  determine his seniority in the cadre 

of Peon on the basis of his initial appointment on 25-11-86 

said 
though the/appointment was on an adhoc basis. 

2. 	The applicant was initially engaged as a Peon in the 

Central Administrative Tribunal. Hyderabad Bench atHyderabad 

with effect from 10-6-86 on Daily Wages. Thereaft!r he was 

given adhoc ippoiritment in the post of Peon with effect from 

25-11-86 vide order dt,25-2-87. His services was subsequently 
a 

regularised with effect from 1-8-87 and t)4s would be evident 

from the Draft Seniority List of the Peons circulated vide 

memo dt.12/15-7-91. These facts are not in dispute. The claim 

of the applicant is that the adhoc service rendered by him 

with effect from 25-11-86 should be taken into consideration 

as regular service for the purpose of reckoning his seniority0 

3. 	The Respondents in their reply affidavit have stated 

that the initial engagement of the applicant was! on Daily 

wages and that the applicant was not a candidate, sponsored by 

the Employment ExcFange. As his initial engagement was  not 
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lated vide letter dt.,12/15-7-91. In that it was shown 

that the date of adhoc appointment of the applicant was 

on 25-11-86 and that the date of regularisationwas 1-8-87. 

The applicant's counsel contends that as per jote-II, to 

been 
which reference tas alreadyiThade, the adhoc service of the 

applicant with effect from 25-11-86 should hav1e been treated 

as regular servibe. In other words his contention is that 

the date of regularisation of the applicant should have been 

from the date of'his adhoc appointment i.e. with effect from 

25-11-86 and not ' from 1-8-87 as shown in the draft seniority 

list. 

5. 	The grievanke of the applicant is also on the ground 

that the employees whose names were shown at S1.No.1 to 5 

were not the regular employees 	their parent establishments 

and as such the date of their joining their parent establish-

mentsfrhould not have been made the basis for 4giving them 

regularisation from a date antèioj' to that given to the 

applicant. There is nothing on record before us to indicate 

whether the emploees shown at Sl.Nos. 1 to 5 in the draft 

sen&ority list were appointed in their parent eàtablishment 

on a regular basisi or otherwise. In view of this position 

we are not inclined to accept the contention of the applicant's 

counsel that their entry in the parent establishuent should 

be treated not as 4 regular. 

2- 
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Even presuming that the official at sl.bos.1 to 5 in 

the draft seniority list joined the parent establishments on 

a regular basis, the fact remains that the employee at sl. 

N.5)r.4.v.s.VurthY (Respondent No.7) joined his parent 

establishment on 31-1-87 only. If the applicant has to be 

given the benefit of his adhoc service for the purpose of 

his seniority then he would be deemed to have been regula-

rised with effect from 2 5-11-86 and he would become senior 

to Mr.M.V.S.MUrthy (Respondent No.?). 

Learned cbünsel for the applicant further states that 

he does not wish to dispute the seniority of the applicant 

vis-a-vis the &thers in the seniority list, but what is 

important is that the applicant's seniority vis-a-vis 

Respondent No.7 must be correctly determined, we find from 

the draft seniority list that the Respondent NO.7 joined 

A..P.Secretariat on 31-1-87 and that the applicant was appoin-

ted on an adhoc basis on 25-11-86. In view of the categorical 

clarification given by the principal Bench vide Note-It 

contained in the principle Bench letterLNoL1/55/9O-Estt 

dt,11-7-91 there can be no doubt that the serviOe of the 

applicant rendered in the post of Peon prior to the promul-

gation of the tecruithent rules will have to be deemed to be 

regular service in that grade even if the appointment w 

was made on adhoc basis. As admittedly the applicant was 

appointed on an adhoc basis with effect from 25-11-86 his 
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services with effect from that Idate shall be deemed to be 

regular service. Accordingly 
	date of regularisation 	

A 

shall have to be 25-11-86 and 
	

1-8-87 as shown in the 

draft seniority list. 

8. 	In the result the Re 	are directed to give 

the applicant the benefit of 
	contained in letter 

p.Iqo.1/55/90-Estt dt.11-7-911and treat the adhoc service 

rendered by the applicant 

regular service and ref ix 

9. 	The original Appl 

any order as to costs. 
-J. 

' 
Member (A) 

effect from 25-11-66 as 

seniority accordingly. 

ordered 
is /accordingly without 

(A.V.HARIDASAN) 
Member (.7) 

avl/ 	 DEPUTY tGSTRAR(J) 
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